From: Crawford, Jim 
To: Tucker, Douglas 

RE: ISO 5149 

Sent: Tue 11/13/2001 4:18 PM 
Doug, 

That is a deceptively simple question. The answer is not so simple. 
There are several factors. 

Before we get started, let me comment on my distribution list. Since 
you cited Bruce and Claire, I have included them. Nance has been 
included because we all need to come to some common understanding of 
the appropriate allocation of resources [my first point below]. Jim 
Wolf is included simply because he is my boss and likes to know what I 
am up to from time to time. I have also included Don Grob and Bill 
Walter for reasons that will become evident. — 

So here goes... 


[1] The secretariat support has not been at the level which some of the 
committees and chairs have come to expect. As a consequence, Don Grob, 
as Chair, has wound up doing a lot of the secretarial activities that 
one might reasonably expect the secretariat to do. I know that ASHRAE 
staff sees the secretariat function in a more limited scope than do 
some others. If you were to sit down and talk with Bernard Hough on the 
subject, I think that you would find that he feels as though he is not 
getting the secretariat support from ASHRAE that he has come to expect 
on a few committees. ... 

There was a time when ASHRAE and ARI addressed the secretariat function 
as a hands-on assignment with full participation in the meetings and 
follow-up between meetings. The committee on ISO-5149 has not been 
getting that level of support. 

[2] The responsible TC has been a bit lacking in it's oversight of the 
SC's and WG's. The committee has not met since April of 1997. The 
contributing factors may be that the convenor has retired and may not 
have a sponsor to pay T£L, and, I believe, the secretariat has changed 
staffing. Further, the USNT, which might have been a natural prod 
apparently has not been such. 

[3] Perhaps due to the limited secretariat activity and the resultant 
load on the chair, the paperwork has not been administered in the most 
effective manner to facilitate progress in the work. For example, there 
is seldom a hard copy of the latest version of the full standard 
available. We tend to deal with bits and pieces. In effect, the absence 
of an effective secretariat has caused each committee member to 
duplicate for himself the work that the secretariat might be expected 
to do. Some of us have not done a good job of it. The result is that 
there is a lot of repetition from meeting to meeting. 

[4] There is an intrinsic conflict of interest between the Europeans 
and the Americans. The Americans want the standard to echo ASHRAE Std- 
15, and the Europeans want it to echo PrEN-373. Thus far, I'd say that 
the Europeans are ahead in this struggle, in part because they 
outnumber the Americans and their contingent is more intimately 
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familiar with the European and the American standards. To see this 
picture, you need to ask Bernard Hough how many committees he sits on 
[as well as how many he chairs]. I have the impression that this is 
essentially a full-time activity for him [or as close to full time as 
he wants it to be].... One very important part of the difference is 
that PrEN-378 has a safety classification of LI, L2, and L3 
versus the separate ID of the flammability and toxicity aspects of the 
refrigerants. This is but one of many areas where the Europeans and 
Americans do not see eye-to-eye. Another important one is the EU's PED 
[pressure equipment directive]... I think that each side sees the 
other as intransigent... When the Europeans are responding to some EU 
directive with the equivalent force of law, they don't see that they 
have the authority to change. ... Put another way, we need to find some 
kind of a rational least common denominator of requirements, not the 
greatest common denominator to which one gravitates in times of 
disagreement on standards. 

[5] Satisfactory progress, and completion of the activity, on ISO-5149 
is dependent on similar progress on ISO-817, which is not moving as 
fast as we would all wish it to do. So far, all that is agreed is the 
numbering system, not the critical issue of safety classifications. 

[6] The Daikin troika [Japan, Belgium, and UK] continue to push for 
special treatment of R-32. Essentially they want to separate it from 
ammonia and R-152a so that the Japanese authorities will let them use 
R-32 widely in DX equipment. To achieve their end, they continue to 
promote their own flammability classification system, which, by the 
way, changes the relative position of only one refrigerant, R-32. 

Daikin is not supported by other Japanese interests in this matter. 

[7] The Delonghi and Calor hydrocarbon push also delays things. 

I see the Daikin and Delonghi/Calor promotion of their commercial 
interests to be in conflict with the normally expected modus operandi 
of a standards committee [ISO, IEC, ASHRAE, etc.]. However, r am sure 
that they see me the same way in my insistence on conservatism in the 
use of flammable refrigerants. Further, it is tough to get people to 
participate if they have no commercial interest in the subject. Why, 
then, would their employers support their participation. 

One such independent, objective participant is Dr. Denis Clodic of 
the Paris School of Mines. Even he is seen as anti-hydrocarbon because 
his experimental work on ignition of flammable refrigerants in 
simulated system configurations is not favorable to the commercial 
interests of the advocates of flammable refrigerants. 

[8] IEC-61D thinks that they have purview over many of the matters that 
rightfully belong under ISO-5149. The ISO group is more conservative 
than the IEC group in terms of the tolerable charge and conditions for 
the use of hydrocarbons, and I believe rightly so. Attempts to find a 
responsible common ground have not been very successful unless Don Grob 
made progress in Chicago two weeks ago, which I rather doubt. 

******** 

I think that this captures the most important points. If these were 
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addressed, we might be able to make better progress. However, a few of 
them are very in-grained in the process, especially point [4]. Unless 
the Europeans can, and will, depart from European norms, standards, and 
directives, no progress will be made short of total American surrender 
on all disputed points. That would be tantamount to simply adopting the 
European standards as the ISO standards. There are those of us who 
would resist such a move. 

Please note that even if we had very energetic chairs and secretariats, 
several of these obstacles will persist. 

I might note that much of what is said above also applies to the 
committee working on ISO-817 under Bill Walter. ISO-817 is perhaps an 
order of magnitude simpler in breadth of scope, but it makes this up in 
depth of the underlying technological and toxicological issues. 

Finally, I should note that changing the chair of committee working on 
ISO-5149 is not the solution. Giving him some robust secretariat 
support, and funding for his own efforts (since he is no longer with UL 
at last report), would be a step in the right direction. 

Best Regards, 

Jim Crawford 


-Original Message- 

From: Tucker, Douglas [mailto:dtucker@ASHRAE.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2001 1:14 PM 
To: 'Crawford, Jim 1 
Subject: ISO 5149 


Jim: 

Bruce Hunn, Claire Ramspeck and I have been discussing the progress of 
ISO/TC 86/SC l/WG 1 toward publication of the revision to ISO 5149. 

Can you provide any insight as to why the document has not moved 
forward to the DIS stage? A report to CEN from Bernard Hough states 
that "There has been no agreement or consensus on any part or annex of 
the revision despite 11 meetings". Is this an accurate assessment? 

Thanks, 

Doug 
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